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4- lb&i&\ as & r*5o?5^ 

IJswrfoo wi^g 730 79/6 & 80/6 of 1952 

sstfottrir'KSo:- Sso^ w& 20 — 1 — 53, 

:o 

So I do not feel myself called upon for the 
purpose of the decision of this case to decide 
whether the complainant had any title to call 
himself "Pethadhikari" and whether the sannad 
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which he has produced in support of this is 
genuine or not. The whole matter to my unind 
is not relavant for the decision of the point at 
issue. 

5S«,& £)iJsxr5b 73o 629&1302/6 «5T 52-53 
&3c$ ~^& 15 — 6 — 53 

Stfetfd'So:- 1. eS^eM* sS6\abo«or^8^) 3& & 50/i)S6 

n 
r 2. &c35cr<>302S -T a"c3aH°A^5?. e^fc) So 
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L l£)o^ooi?6o 130 25/2 of 1951 
jSa3(3-°cxxr°:- SUSP's a TT'SScSSb 



StfotfitoSo: - Ss^US 14i — 8 — 52 

SlTT«:_ oacn&S&ySoZSe) a^Tr-eawSV oosn»aNoi5i&tf;S , » 
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He (Accused,) contends that as a pithadhikari 
or Bodhadhikari, the latter having been admi- 
tted by the complainant, has a right to admo- 
nish any of the members of the Sangham who 
is seen going against discipline and traditions 
of the /Sangham. I abstain from expressing 
any view, .whether the accused is a Pithadhi- 
kari. It is a matter for civil courts to decide if 
it comes under their purview- In a previous 
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criminal proceeding this court has held that the 
accused was never evpelled from the sangham. 
,1 hold so in this case also. I think that tor the 
purpose of this case the admitted authority 
vested in the accused as Eodhadhikari is suffi- 
cient- The complainant has mad a imputation 
concerning the accused in his article and thus 
in a way has revolted against him. It is in 
response to that the article under considration 
was publised. The complainant did not prov^ 
that receiving a title Pithadhikari is contrary 
and harmful to the Sangha m. 
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§5^T6eT eaeaB" 73o 149/9 «|J 1952-53 
g)A§Si^&.- pjT°ex>S 38\SSc»ex> 
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ettuazysr- 130 122/1 of 1954 
&&£)£ w^o^iSo asirotfoJS £t;t^o ly-eoto-oft 

9§0|Z3r»srMT. 
S^Ss^S- »'^ TT»55b^oSo. 6381, So^tften-ST 

?3-^2&cS5co- 11-1-1950 "^a» ^>£fcS-tfo mmSlTT»& 
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(2) SjS-cSi&J,^ etfofoXitiSo w^ft^"" 8 :5)$^a 

S'tfSijS^tw ^^ASo^^PP^ (8) «a [£&*> S^2S<S5b 

tf|£»» tfDAo^aSpN (4) S'tfsS^SsSxsoo S5^«3oC>S 

a 26-5-54 ll&a, ■^iBr»5r' T*tfrso S"l)"^;6Sff>\ 

(5) •^a 1 t& *>)2^H>Ao-&)!b& Sj^ ^a"i S^Bb^-Soap 

^o-nS&osrjfci&K 3p^Aotf&o^?5b<Sb\ !j3&sr°ap 
pe^&r* *«JT^p«S^)oooo85oX.i!5b «#& oaoB^O-vSsfcppN 
^ai^SS*. 
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6) l)^T°5 JO^cSSaSSoo, 2T*q3-<>§-5-*8 PtfcSfc&H, §&o5£>0 

7) Sy^ST-a S^Tr«& alxeSt^O tj&^sS^S^oixr" w»K> 

1. sr-a K50op50^oS3 rjc^o "^^. e>£3;c5o£os£>y<33b 

3. Kr-a§ *^^°$ ^©s^p, aisr^^&ioTviD "«§&>. 
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3] xr»a 1945 rtolltfo £tf& s^r*^ «rr«$rfo3 e&$>j 
<5 9 9* 

9] 823~^si&>£y sr-aS 6j"^oT«a-ar"tftfM cfoS'oaXijS), 
10] jaSsr-aS sSV^^ctfco ^^"T'S'^m Sw&>, 

Result:- There fore it is ordered that the suit 
of the plaintiff is disuiss^d for want of suffi- 
cient evidence against the deft and the plff 
should pay the costs of the deft, 



e^OiSb^o , &&-)5~ ^dSbofciSD Msr'^O-CS^'^o^a. sr«a 
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Issue No. It Are the plaintiffs a duly register- 
ed society withPonnala Rajayya as its president? 
Are th^ plaintiffs in the circumstances entitled 
to file this suit- Is the Registration valied- 
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"Ex P- 6 and 6- A 8how that this society is 
registered in the name and style of srimad 
Achala Rishi Ramadugu Sivarama Dcekshita 
Gurupaetha Raja yoga Ashram, Ex 7 and 7 A. 
are the rules of the said society. From this it 
is clear that plff is the president and has got 
wide powers in that society. According to the 
preamble of the public societious Registration 
Act of Hyderadad a society can be established 
for the fulfilment of religious purposes- The 
present society is established to define religious 
knowledge as preach;. d by Achala Rishi, the 
founder, According t) sect i en 7 of this Act, a 
chairman can also sue on b.half of the society 
therefore the plaintiff is entitled to sue on be- 
half of this registered society and the registra- 
tion of the society is valid. Therefore issue 
No. 1. is decided in favour of the plaintiff" 

-g-wSs^ Ex P 6 &8(ss» P 6 (a)6j-3)tf«s^S. Ex 
P 7 P? ia)«a& s^*3 owo^-soa. bssorf 3j-a i>)& 

•^OSoo wWCw, eSd&fSSo D£)o]2o3 W$T-tfsS» S^cS PP^ 
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[Preamble] tf^tfs&o, &6 S&d&sfcoex) e& ts£d& 

" J - *"- s 

0'^$)^ '=cn>a sr°^^i'cJ5ookSb sr« &(,_?"{£> A d5»3r"\ £Sb. 

3rd is^ue: Is Ponnala Rajayya the peethadhi- 
kari and Bodadhikari of Achala Rishi Rama- 
dugu Siva Rama Deekshita Gurupeetha Raja- 
yogasramam?If so is he empovered to start Sub 
Peethams aad print bocks. 
3 (a,) Was the Sasanam genuine one? Was it 
duly delivered to the said Rajayya. 

"From the evidence the Oenuiness of Ex 
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P2 Sasanam is doubtful and it is not proved 
thatPcethadhikaram was conferred on the plain- 
titf therefore issues No. 3 and 3 ia) are decided 
against the plaintiff" wasfcoftow-Gi, 

<r* ^ ^ &o 

s&r»J^ ■drrro$£xi: w-tfueoaosx TVs&tk,?<o SsTT-sb 

3 Ta] ^P'tt'o^jSoj. ^Stf&u pK^^ry*? wa u's 
coa-« "^o^d tt'tt'o^smo^ ^-°a sj^Sa^^esbt) ^p t | 

w£3 3o-°Js7V KJo^SsH^S^ojtv &>tf\a. ^J^fij,— ij<^$ 



4th Issue: Are plaintiffs exclusively entitlad 
th the use of the name of Srimadachalarishi 
Rarnaciugu Sivarama Deekshita Gurupeetha 
RajayogaAshramara? 
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. "From the evidence it is clear that there is 
no such thing as Foethadhikaraminthis school 
of thought XXXXX It is a riligious Philoso- 
phy and every person has right to preach under 
the guru unless there is somebody who is aGuru 
and is in charge of that Matt etc and gets sole 
right of it. As it is decided in the previous 
issue there is nothing like Peethadhikaram in 
this school of thought- From the evidence it 
is not proved that the plff is exclusively, entit- 
led to use this name- Therefore this issue is 
decided against the plaintiff" 

"ooj-» ^rQ^zydSo ^«e)«r 4 tjsr°§>ir^S <&i&3a lH 
es^ answer* « &>Ss*> ^)0(ScJi» o tji5^, ox>a &,& 

i°025 3^$ ^Sj3§ y4 S'£Sb^SSa. t»x-> g> <jr» o«5 o -5"* "liqr.3 

WoxfSa. *T-a ?o§'^_S 5S;l^S"orr» oocn> i&a^yVtock 
F'.&fcjSo Sj^§6j r .§'© cXSboar^clp ^r.Xio^o^e; a»o af tf) 
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Sod sr°a zy*zr S^&'sSdfc ws&. i^^sr-a^ ^>&^eo 
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&£)«$" ei^oo 61 of 1957 



e&ye3oeai:- ^jSo*T~ es^SuaxoS*. 7r*3ojSofo ^sSTHJfc 

rfojot) sr^a^ wir>t» -J3^^>e» ^c55o2jc£a. s^Ssx^ajj- 

/s™ f & e? Z? ^' r^; 

Cross objections: "Issue No. 1- XXX He (Advo- 
cate for the respondant) contend; d that there 
was no'resolution passed by the plff society 
authorising - the president to file the suit XXX 
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Ex D 29 (a) is a resolution of the working com- 
mittee members authorising the president Sri 
Dayananda Pcnnala Rajayogi to institute and 
defend all civil matters etc. pertaining to the 
Society. The learned abvocate for the respon- 
dant contended that this resolution hag not been 
properly proved. This resolution has been 
regularly marked as an exhibit withthe number 
D 29 (b) and is found in the minutes book Ex- 
P. 29 which has b en marked on behalf of the 
plaintiffs. Ex D 29 (b) contains the signatures 
of varions members of the working committee. 
It does not aoprar as if there was any objection 
to the Ex D ^9(b)baing marked- XXX The lear- 
ned advocate for the defendant contends that 
there was no resolution empovering the presi^ 
dent plf, to file this suit in particular- No 
such resoluticn is necessary. Ex D 29 (b) read 
with Ex P 7 is sufficient to enable the president 
Pw, to file this suit- 

The issues 1 & 2 were rightly decided by 
the larned District munsiff in favour of the 
plaintiffs- The points raised in cross objections 
are untenable- The cross objections deserve to 
be dismissed with casts-" 

-Wti^pSxx:- "13 ^TT'C$£x>; XXX r S3^o'Sok» 

tfo^OiJ^X) W^-s-^-^-vStt. &T7»js575jOa-» ^o&>^c$6£,>5p 
«r , aov>;r*&, XX XX ^^>e!§ K5oao$o&iS wpv ZjSoo 
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^"o-'j^&o Ex P 29 f'b) eox.§)^5>j a, oocr» &-u-»^SsSx> 
fo3rr» eoooa? 5 ^) ■s^e££) i^Sst 8 © fTS^r^olgoeoo) «^p^§fc» 
wao-Osr , &.-sr»a«5tf^)sS Ex P 29>v sfcr^Sa^ -jr«w&S 

3«©a- Ex D 29 (b) esfc rfo^o^ sSr-sbfr-^sfi *>&■- 
So&tf wsSStfo^jfo. Ex L) 2P(bts), Ex P TeT 5 B'Sa 

-t5aO^ cxxr^ty^T' ^J&GfbSb "^^"Soibo WoooS Pw.i.Sb 

Issues '3 and 3(aj 

Para 12 page 3 of the printed Judgment. 

The defendant haa stated to the folloivins: 
effect. " •• Hanumanfcha Rajayogi belonged to 
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■Achala Sidhantarn.... It was originally known 
as Ornkara Pitham XXX X. There is no such 
thing akin to Sankara pitham or Ramanuja 
pitham in our Sidhantarn XX Till now no one 
has been entrusted with the sole powers of the 
Pithadhhvari. 

Para 12:-Beyond doubt there is an entity called 
a Peetham (ie) Si/irami Daekshita Pitham- 
It may bo different in nature and character 
from Sankai'H, Pe >tham or Ramanuja Peetham. 
But it is ail the same a peetham or as Ornkara 
Peetham also as stated by the defendant 

(■o,-xn "3oiSo ^tt"u it^SojSm) 3. 3 (a) ^rTT>o$Sxi. 

"(JSSsvS & 6?<o^ 8Sv ■3 r S)^i& "s5-°,&3bo^ 

TT'aic&roA «-e5o ^z3-ooO'»i»i6So '^oatf^r'tfo 

TO 

^S^orV^Cfo $)c&£-&>\&>. eSooo^^o^^o^T' »ad3ooi& 



13th Para:- The defendant's case is as follows; 

..."There is no such thing like Peethadhi- 
karam in our Sidhantam- There is no such 
word in our Sidhantara." 

14th Para:- The defendant attempted to depose 
in a manner consistent with the above conten- 
tions, but has completely faihd in his attempt- 
as seen from the following extracts from his 
evidence. 

"But the word Peethadhikaram is used in 
practice- Just as I amd my kiru are Peetha- 
dhikaris.Sauhidanandaswamy was also one such 

Peethadhikari The meaning of the word 

"Peethadhipa' is, the person having B .ohadhi- 
karam, just as I am one Pithadhikari Hanu- 
mantha Rajayogi was also one. I am also 
Peethadhikari...' 

Para 15 He has also admitted as 

follows:: 

I am saying this Guruparampara 

from the books. The names of the Gurus are 
written in the form of Namavali'. As the 'na- 
mavali' is in the shape of a slokam ; it is uttered 
by us in our daily prayers ... The name of the 
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last Guru is added by his dssciples after the 
demise of the last Guru....' 

ooo o Sb^-. tr* e5j #o l6x> 

TT*ao3W\£r'rr eeooSo*3sr»^. ^^r-z^ t^-g-'OlS" 
FooaS S^BxT-a ^-"S^ooo!-, 
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■# 3-SSj-'SC ) § r V«r»;5sSM«r < tfboa ^r>^o ^S'SoeT* 

16 Para: 'The defendant has deposed in effect 
that, apart from the Numerous Gurus and 
bodhadikaris, among the desciples of a Guru in 
the Guruparampara, there was one Guru (who 
has been .referred to in some places by the 
defendant as 'main desciple' of his Guru), who 
was in the Guruparampara considered distinct 
and different, (unlike the other disciples) assi- 
gned a specially high place, so as to be included 
in the 'Guruparampara' and so as to have a 
verse included in his praise, in thenamvali whi- 
ch had to be sung in daily prayer by all. The 
people of the cult including Bodhadhikari's like 
the defendant. The defendant has also admit- 
ted in several p^ces that such Preeminent per 
sens were called 'Peethadhikaris as well as 
Pec-thedhipas- 

W 6^ So &w 
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O SJ x_ at + S 

ds3\ S'^ooo XT-Op Ij^-g^OcSSoib, «§' iis^tfd&ri. £>£» 

Para 18; The defendant has deposed as follows; 

'Sivarama Deekshithuiu was not the 'Peetha- 
dhipati' but we were only calling that way be- 
cause he has got a sidhantam in Telugu. Simila- 
rly his sucessors, including me are styled 
Peethadhipa, Ponnala Rajayogi is a Peetha- 
dhipa- Similarly all other persons who have 
Bodhadhikaram....' 

Sj o &>\j- eT° 6^ Co £x) 
IS ~i) 77-°:- 'wrfrr-rfa & f^yo !j^^^5ot»rr»bo 

•{5b;T t \5b. S^,7*\0 -cr'&^J-T'A So^ t)^$£ W^ S^OTr* 
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Para 19: In spite of the numerons discrepanci- 
es, the evidence of the defendant is substan- 
tially in agreement with ttn evidence of Pws t:> 
the following effect: There was a Guruparam- 
para wth the Namavali Persons in this param- 
para occupied a pra^minnit position in the 
Peetham distinct from and superior to all other 
Gurus, so as to be like a pontiff or supreme or 
paramount Guru and a t; p 1 ader of the cult 
such person wascalledPeethadhikari or Peetha- 
dhipa and treated as possessingPeethadhikaram 



[fflSrvB 5&^ Kr°-r c oe>o] 
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Para 21... If the defendants general intention 
(viz,that there was no sampradayam of Peetha- 
dhikaram and Peethadhikari in the cult) were 
true, there could be no one guru (such as admi- 
tted by him), who occupied a supreme position 
and was preeminent in the cult, and unchallen- 
ged leader (the position was occupied generally 
by one at a tiraa and rarely by two at a time) 
with a place in the guruparampara a ver^e 
in the 'Namavaii' in his name and denomina- 
tion of Pethadhikari in publications of the cult- 
It is clear that there was a system of Pithadhi 
karam with the position occupied mostly by one 
person called Pithadhikari and on some excep- 
tional occasions by two persons jointly. 

2iss fj-cr-gr 6 .*- ajSsr-a ^nssw 39-s^so !> th> 9 

v^ l)^-5-»^cSSb ( & "ij3bi&\Ko &§)£>>*$ 3- coo fo5b£), 

Ij^^-s^^^o^a oar- |,^oe5^ &££&oer $ v Z&, ©!DP\ 
^•&r , Soo'v Jog'&o^P, WSsj^SjuSo ooo3o£)&;v!0 fe*3£ 
DO £3eJoS'8?Cxr> ^)#x $.v &>\ =ur°er* S^&&Kb-CSbSi\ ft. 

7^ t)2§ 6S "e33b j5«&o-u). 
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Question: What is the principle or Sampra- 
dayam adopted in fixing the successor garu- 
Is it by election, nomination or any other prin- 
ciple."? 

Answer:-- The principle is that the guru 
confers Adhikarain on certain desciples equaly 
and such desciples have right to confer Adhika- 
ram on their desciples, There is nothing in 
writing to the effect in the books, But it is the 
practice. Adhikaram is given in writing By 
such adhikaram a desciple gets equal powers in 
relation to other desciples but he is not equal to 
his Guru, After Guru's death, this desciple 
does not get better rights than what he origi- 
nally had 

This answer does not successfully explain as 
to how there was a Guru par ampara and how at 
any time there was one supr me guru (and at 
some times as an exception two bracketted toge- 
ther), and how he became a supreme guru after 
an erlu-T supreme guru. If the defendants 
answer referred to above were correct, then the 
system of Gurupurarr.para and namavali could 
not exist and there should show an ever wide- 
ning circle of many gurus at a time with out 
any one being held as supreme leader and inclu- 
ded in the Parampara and immortalised and 
praised in daily prayers by inclusion of slokam 
in the Namavali which was sung by all the 
members of the cult- 
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^5s:- Wrfotftf Ko£)£)&> S)tfnMO-J6fc3tf ri W&tfBOxSb 

|OoaOe5^S§b oooD tf^etepa ^XoOfJ^ ^""T'ooo"] 
"to&fitfoStf 3j§"eoo^>ja. ^^SoAfos 2j§" tiba^oNaJSo^) 
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Page 8- From line 9- He (deft) has also stated 
as follows:- "In our Sampradayam as for 
as I know the procedure regarding the confer- 
ring of peethadhikaram rights and handing- 
over the books to any particular person is 
unknown...' This statement has been made by 
the defendant guardedly. It implies that it is 
not inpcssible that there was a procedure for 
conferringPeethadhikaram. though the deft- did 
not 'personally) know about it. So the evidence 
on the side of the plff. That Peethadhikaram 
could be validly conferred by one Peethadhikari 
guru on his on? particular descipl" by document 
like Ex P2 is not definitely contradicted or 
disproved. It is acceptable- I accept the con- 
tention on behalf of the plaintiff that peetha- 
dhikaram could be validly conferred in writing 
by a document, by the reigning Peethadhikari 
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in y>i wer. to one of the oesciples, thereby validly 
making the latter a Peethadhikar j. 

8a -£>-i 93 "e3^5b &o&:_ S^^a dodoS"^ oocn= 

kT'S'csSsj ^<B^r°Q s^cs&Ck ^r'tfogoTV i3^3«rK^» 
■=31^x53 ^Bsr-Sj^ ?JOc55bo7V HJOd&S' S^oc»rf^43§ 

TT»a» cxxn assyajoeT* S*8sj-a ^58>v6"f3 WKo-S^sS. 
STSbS" 2^ l)^-sn>3 3s &WJDO SsfcoSS Ex P '2 ssqQ 

W,3e ^r°^e5^^) jHs^ootM ^•Dn^oTV' ^Jfc5"'[ J _<S«2Sfi££5 
;vX^ S^g* s eS^tr-oTr 1 lj^$ir>«o JScS'^o^ ^d& 

Para 30: I do not consider it necessary to go 
into further details of the elaborate evidence- 
What I have discussed above is sufficient to 
show that the finding of the learned District 
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Munsiff that the guruimness of Ex P 2 is 
doubtful and that the conferring of Peethadhi- 
karam on Pw, 1 has not been proved cannot be 
untenable. I agree with him and confirm the 
finding 



'6 



30:5 



ooo O Sbjr-. "ST* £f^ tfo S5o) 



e^l^CN »fibeja-cfc&> etfrib'^op lS<& 3ootf&. Ex P2 

Line 44 page 15:-- In the result, I agree with 
the findings of the learned District Munsiff on 
on, issues 4 & 5. On issue no, 6- I find that 
the plaintiffs are not entitled to any relief- 

I dismiss the appeal with cost?. I also 
dismiss the cross objections with costs, 

W 1 6^ Do "Soo 
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1. One of the important charce teristics of this 
religious body is that it has a guru known &s 
Py-ithadhikari who has the power to nomei- 
nate his Successors- 

2-There is absolutely no doubt that the plaintiff 
is a desciple of this Rajayogi and has j got 
Bodhadikaram document- 

3. That a Pithadhikari is the head of the Mutt 
cannot be denied and it has been so held by 
both the courts. 

4- The respondant himself claimed to be also the 
Bodhadhikari. But in his evidence the defen- 
dant Dw, considered Bodhidhikaram as equi- 
valant to Peetbadhikarara and consequently 
he thought that he was the Peethadhikari 
also. 
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5- As such the concurrent findings of fact arri- 
ved at by the court below can not be disturbed 
This second appeal is a accordingly dismissed 
with costs. 
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